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Abstract
Williams, Nikolaus. M.S., Department of Economics, Wright State University, 2011. The 
Impact of Opinion on Foreign Trade.
This paper examines the impact that opinion has on foreign trade. Specifically, the paper 
examines how opinion towards the U.S. impacts U.S. exports and how changes in 
opinion toward the U.S. impact U.S. exports. Using survey data from the Pew Global 
Attitudes Projects and export data, the paper examines these relationships for 21 
countries between 2002 and 2010. Regression analysis of the panel data reveals that 
positive opinion levels and positive changes in opinion have statistically significant 
positive impacts on U.S. exports. However, this conclusion is somewhat tempered by the 
unbalanced nature of the available data which prevents a greater degree of certainty in the 
models employed in this paper.
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Introduction
According to an old saw, trade follows the flag. Stripped of its colonial 
implications, the saying suggests the importance that various political, social, and cultural 
relations play in international trade. One non-economic variable that may influence 
trading relationships is the opinion that a country’s population has towards that country’s 
trading partners. Whether these opinions are positive or negative, it is reasonable to 
suspect that they influence flows of international trade. Accordingly, the opinions a 
country’s population hold towards a trading partner would be reflected in the amount of 
trade with that partner. Changes in opinion would likewise be reflected by changes in 
trade.
More specifically, if a country’s population has favorable opinions towards a 
trading partner, consumers may want to purchase items made in or identified with that 
country. Consumer preferences may develop through travel, education, cultural 
exchanges and a sense of familiarity, which in turn spring from holding favorable 
opinions towards a country or region.
This purpose of this paper is to explore this relation by examining the impact of 
foreign opinion towards the U.S. on U.S. exports. Using polling data from the Pew 
Global Attitudes Project, opinions towards the U.S. are collected for 21 countries over the 
period from 2002 to 2010. The paper first looks at the impact of favorable opinions 
towards the U.S. in relation to the overall level of U.S. exports to a particular country.
The paper then examines the impact of changes in opinion on the change of U.S. exports 
to the foreign country.
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This paper is divided into five sections. The first section presents a brief literature 
review. The second section develops two models for analyzing the relationships studied 
in this paper. The data used for the models is presented in the third section, and the 
regression results are presented in fourth section. The conclusion offers some final 
remarks. All tables, data, and econometric results are presented in the appendices to the 
paper.
Literature Review
The impact of opinions on foreign trade has not received much attention in the 
economic literature. This is likely a consequence of two factors. One is the tendency for 
economists to avoid subjective variables like opinions in lieu of more objective ones like 
prices, incomes, and exchange rates. The second is the economic tradition of analyzing 
foreign trade under models that develop from the Ricardian concept of comparative 
advantage and the Heckscher-Ohlin framework of relative factor endowments (Helpman, 
1999). With their macroeconomic focus on prices and productivity, such models leave 
little room for the microeconomic factors that might be affected by opinions among 
trading partners.
Marketing literature, however, has produced some research into the impact of 
opinion on foreign trade. In distinct contrast to economists, marketers have long 
recognized and embraced the central role that psychological factors play in affecting 
consumer decisions. Indeed, influencing such factors is at the heart of all marketing 
activity, a reality that begs for a re-evaluation of traditional notions of rational economic
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decision making, or, at the very least, a greater emphasis on the role of tastes and 
preferences in the economic process.
One concept identified in the marketing literature is that of country or nation 
brand, a concept analogous to that of product brands. Starting from the basic premise that 
“every place has an image”, national brand equity attempts to establish the value of a 
country’s image abroad (Papadopoulos and Helsop, 2002; Harrison, 2009). As with 
consumer product brands, the value of a nation’s brand is in increased demand for that 
country’s goods and a willingness to pay higher prices for those goods. If it is the case 
that a nation’s brand affects foreign demand for that country’s exports, it should follow 
that increased national brand equity would translate to higher exports from that country.
Harrison (2009) explores this dynamic by measuring the impact of national brand 
equity on U.S. export market share. Using the same Pew Global Attitudes survey data as 
this paper as a proxy for national brand equity, Harrison finds that a 1 % increase in 
equity results in a .001% increase in U.S. export market share (2009, p.85). This research 
provides some support for including opinion as a statistically significant determinant of 
foreign trade, although it also raises questions of its practical significance
However, the notion of country brand is not completely analogous to that of the 
opinion of a country’s population towards its trading partners, which is the focus of this 
paper. Most fundamentally, branding carries with it a connotation of quality, reliability, 
status, fashion, and so forth. These qualities are much less pronounced in the manner in 
which opinion affects foreign trade. For example, national brand equity might manifest 
itself as a perceived quality of a nation’s goods, such as French wines. At the same time,
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opinion towards that country (France) reflects different dynamics and might be low even 
while attitudinal brand equity remains high.
This paper will utilize the gravity model of trade which describes the volume of 
trade between two countries as being proportional to the size of their economies and 
inversely related to trade barriers between them (Evenett and Keller, 2002). In this model, 
size reflects the pull of markets, and distance reflects barriers to trade. While this model 
has had a long record of empirical success (Bergstrand, 1985), work over the past few 
decades has increasingly revealed that the gravity model can be derived from various 
trade models, including Ricardian, Heckscher-Ohlin, and increasing returns to scale 
models (Evenett and Keller, 2002). A useful survey on the literature of the gravity model 
is found in Helpman (1999). Most importantly, the gravity model provides a convenient 




The models specified in this paper utilize specific-effects variables to account for 
the fact that panel data is being used. The data is gathered across 21 countries over nine 
years and is unbalanced in that observations are missing for certain countries in certain 
years. This can cause problems in a specific-effects model when the missing data is 
correlated with the random error terms (Wooldridge, 2002). Such omissions might be the 
case if values tend to be missing for countries in which relations with the U.S. are poor
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and consequently opinions of the U.S. are also poor. This phenomenon, in turn, could 
introduce correlation between the missing terms and the random error term (Wooldridge, 
2002). Although Pew Research does not provide the rationale for its yearly country 
selection, the choice of countries across years does not appear to be correlated with the 
eiTor term.
At the same time, there is no reason to conclude that correlation does not exist. 
Because there is no ready means of testing for this correlation, one solution would be to 
drop the countries for which the data is unbalanced and only use countries that have all 
nine years of opinion data. However, because this would reduce the data set from 21 
countries to seven, the reduction in sample size seems too large a tradeoff to obtain 
balanced data. As a result, it remains uncertain in this paper whether the missing 
countries are correlated with the error term, and this correlation cannot be ruled out as a 
potential source of model misspecification. This is an issue that should be addressed in 
any future research that follows the approach of this paper.
Second, it is necessary to decide whether to use fixed effects or random effects 
with the panel data. Random effects are appropriate when the specific-effects terms can 
be viewed as outcomes of a random variable (Wooldridge, 2002). In this case, the 
specific-effects terms are more appropriately viewed as unknown, fixed parameters that 
can be estimated from the regression results. Consequently, the fixed effects approach as 
utilized in the sections above is appropriate for the data in this study (Matyas, 1997; 
Wooldridge, 2002).
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Overall Opinion towards the U.S.
The impact of opinions towards the U.S. on U.S. exports is examined both in 
terms of the overall favorability rating as well as the change in opinion. The first model 
presented here attempts to capture the impact of opinion about the U.S. on overall export 
levels. It asks to what extent favorable opinions of the U.S. affect the level of U.S. 
exports to a particular country.
A slightly modified version of the gravity model of trade describes exports to a 
country as a function of the income of the importing country and the distance between the 
countries. Because this study only examines the exports from a single country, i.e., the 
U.S., it is possible to omit the U.S.’s income. The logged form of this relation can be 
written as
(1-4) In Eit = p „+/?!  In Yit + (32Disti + u it
In equation (1 A) Eit is the value of exports of goods from the U.S. to country i in year t 
and Yit is the GDP of country i in year t with both values measured in constant U.S. 
dollars. Distj is the shortest distance between the U.S. and country i. Stochastic error is 
represented by uit. The rationale for equation (1 A) is relatively straightforward. The 
larger the importing county’s income, as measured by GDP, the greater its ability to 
import U.S. goods. The nearer the country is to the U.S., the more likely it is to trade with 
the U.S., at least partly due to lower transportation, exchange, and information costs.1
1 The nature and distribution of the Distj variable suggests including a border dummy variable for Canada 
and Mexico because they are considerably closer than any other country and share a potential “border
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Real variables are used to allow for better comparison between years. Variables are 
measured in U.S. dollars to partly account for fluctuations in exchange rates since these 
rates are already incorporated into the value.
Equation (1 A) can be modified slightly to include Opinion^ the percent of 
respondents in country i during year t who indicate a favorable opinion towards the U.S.
(2A) In Eit = (J0 + &  In Yit + fcD isti -f j330pinionit + u it
According to our theory, the more favorable a trading country’s opinion towards the U.S., 
the greater the trade between the U.S. and that country will be. Specifically, the U.S. will 
export more to the subject country or, conversely, the subject country will import more 
from the U.S.
Finally, equation (3A) expands on equation (2A) by adding a dummy variable 
Muslim representing whether the trading partner is primarily a Muslim country as defined 
by a population greater than 80% Islamic.
(3A) InEit =  PQ +  /?iln Yit + /?2Distj + p3Opinionit + /?4Muslirrii +  uit
Because the period of this study spans the beginning of the Iraq war, and because of the 
intense unpopularity of that war in much of the Muslim world, it is expected that the 
relationship between opinions towards the U.S. and trade with the U.S. might be different 
in Muslim countries and non-Muslim countries. The political tensions are likely to
effect” with the U.S. Such a dummy variable has not been included in this paper, but could be explored in 
further research.
manifest in trade reductions beyond those reflected in pulib opinion, such as government 
responses to trade rules, foreign aid, and so forth. The Muslim dummy variable controls 
for some of these relationships.
However, the above equations face a common problem in that they do not account 
for the specific effects of differences among countries and years (Matyas, 1997; 
Wooldridge, 2002). For example, if opinions towards the U.S. fell in most countries, as 
they did after the commencements of the Iraq War, then the level of opinion could not be 
treated as an independent, random variable. To account for the specific effects of using 
panel data as suggested by Matyas (1997), equations (1A) and (2A) become
(4A) In Eit = /?o + At + /?xln Yit T p 2Distj + oq + uit 
(5A) InEit = p0 + Xt + /?ilnYit + /?2Distj + p3Opinit + a t + u it
The above equations are similar to equations (1 A) and (2A) except that the 
constant a, and Xt terms have been included to capture the effects specific to each country 
and period of time. In the regression, Xt is modeled by including a dummy variable for 
each year except one. Similarly, at is modeled by including a dummy variable for each 
country but one. However, because Distj unique and constant for each country i, 
including an a, term introduces perfect collinearity between a, and Distj. This can be 
resolved by dropping one of the variables. If Distj is left in the equation and at is dropped, 
equations (1A) and (2A) become
(6A) In Eit = /?0 + Xt + /?xln Yit + f]2Disti + u it
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and
(7A) \nEit = /?0 + At + ^ \n Y it + fcD isti + /330pinionit + u it
Here, Distj functions as a unique variable for each country as all countries are at different 
distances from the U.S. (with the exception of the border countries, Canada and the U.S.). 
Because it is unique for each country, Distj also functions as a country-specific variable 
in a similar manner as would the dummy variable a,-, and it captures both the effects of 
distance and of all other country-specific effects not captured by Yih Opinion^, and Musit. 
Adding the Muslim variable, equation (3 A) becomes
(8A) InEit = f!0 + Xt + (3t \nYit + p2Disti + (330pinionit + + u it
Alternately, if Distj is dropped from equation (5 A), the equation can be run as a fixed 
effects model. The Muslim dummy variable is also dropped as its effects would be better 
picked up by the country-specific dummy variable.
(9A) In Eit = /?0 + h  + & ln Yit + p2Opinionit + a t + u it
In summation, then, the above presents three methods of modeling the impact of 
opinion on exports. The first method, as represented by equations (1A) through (3 A), 
does not account for effects specific to countries and time. The second method, as 
represented by equations (6A) through (8A), does account for effects specific to countries 
and time, and uses distance as a country specific variable. The third method, represented
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by equation (9A), uses a standard fixed effects model and does not incorporate distance 
due to issues with collinearity.
Changes in Opinion towards the U.S.
The second model analyzed in this paper attempts to measure the impact of 
changes in opinion as opposed to the overall opinion level towards the U.S. This 
approach utilizes differenced versions of the equations presented in the above section. If 
exports respond very quickly to changes in opinion towards the U.S. we would anticipate 
a relationship between increased changes in favorability and increased changes in U.S. 
exports.
Differenced versions of equations (1A) through (3 A) and (6A) through (8A) are 
presented below. The differenced version of each equation is obtained by simply 
subtracting the equation in time t-1 from the form of the equation in time t. Consequently, 
any variables that do not change over time, specifically distance and the country dummy 
variables, a„ will be canceled out of the equation during the differencing process. The 
derivation of equation (IB) from equation (1A) is illustrated below:
(L4) In Eit — /?o + /?i In Yit + fi2Disti + u it
(IB) lnEit -  In Eit^
= pQ -  P0 + /?i In Yit -  px In Yi t + fcD isti -  p2Disti + u it -  u it^
(IB) Ain Eit — /?! Ain Yit + Auit 
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(IB) Ain Eit = 00 + 0! Ain Yit -I- Auit
In the final form of equation (IB), the term fio has been reinserted to allow for a non-zero 
regression intercept. Equation (2B) follows the same method, but the Dist variable is 
factored out of the equation as it also is in equation (3B).
(2B) Ain Eit = /?0 + /?x Ain Yit + j32AOpinionit + Au it
(3 B)  A In =  /?o +  /?iAln Yit -f (32AOpinionit +  p3Musi +  Au it
In equation (3B), the Muslim dummy variable would technically be factored out of the 
differenced equation. However, it has been kept in place to determine whether the effects 
are different in predominately Muslim countries.
Equations (6B) through (8B), as above, introduce fixed effects variables to 
account for the fact that we are using panel data.
(6B) Ain Eh = /̂ o f  AAj + /^Aln Yu +Atin
(7B) AlnEit = (J0 + AAt + ^A ln  Yit + (32AOpinionit + Auit
(85) AlnEjj -  Po + AAt + /?xAln Yit + fi2AOpinionit + P3Musi + Auit
Again, the distance variable is factored out during the differencing process and the 
Muslim variable has been reintroduced. Finally, equation (9B) would take the same form 
as equation (7B) and, consequently, won’t be included in the regression results. All 
variables have the expected signs as in the previous section.
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Specification Tests
In concluding this section, it is necessary to briefly discuss heteroskedasticity, 
collinearity, and serial correlation, conditions that must be checked prior to assuming 
pooled OLS is the appropriate method of regression. A check of the variance inflation 
factors (VIF) does not reveal a problem with collinearity. Serial correlation is a potential 
problem; however, the inclusion of yearly dummy variables should eliminate the 
potential for serial correlation since these dummy variables control for unspecified time 
factors that may be cause the error terms to be correlated over time. Finally, a check for 
hetero skedasticity reveals that the error terms do not have a constant variance. As a 
result, the regression results presented in this paper utilize robust standard errors which 
do not assume constant variance in the random error term.
Bata
The data on opinions towards the U.S. comes from the Pew Global Attitudes 
Project. The Pew Global Attitudes Project has surveyed individuals in 57 countries every 
year since 2002, asking a variety of questions ranging from views of foreign countries to 
attitudes on global issues and the state of the world. This paper uses survey data from a 
question asking respondents if they have a favorable view of the U.S. Specifically, 
participants are asked the following question: “Please tell me if you have a very 
favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable or very unfavorable opinion of the 
United States.” Survey results are reported as a percentage of respondents having a 
“favorable” view towards a country. For the purposes of the survey, “favorable” 
combines both “very favorable" and "somewhat favorable" responses. “Unfavorable”
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combines "very unfavorable" and "somewhat unfavorable" responses. The survey is 
performed yearly in the Spring, although Pew does not publish the precise time period.
Survey data is available for 55 countries from 2002 to 2010. Because this study is 
concerned with changes in opinion, data is only used for countries in which data was 
collected in at least one pair of consecutive years. This reduces the number of countries in 
the data set to 21: Argentina, Britain, Canada, China, Egypt, France, Germany, India, 
Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Lebanon, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Russia, 
South Korea, Spain, and Turkey. However, data is only available in seven countries for 
all nine years of the survey. For the remaining 14 countries, the opinion variable is 
available in as few as three years and as many as eight. As a result, the data is unbalanced 
as discussed below.
Data for exports from the U.S. to the sample countries comes from the U.S. 
Census online foreign trade database. Values are for exports of goods only and do not 
include services. Values from the U.S. Census are in nominal U.S. dollars. Nominal GDP 
in U.S. dollars for each country comes from the IMF online World Economic Outlook 
Database for 2011. All conversions to real values are made by dividing nominal values in 
U.S. dollars by the U.S. GDP deflator as provided by the U.S. Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. Real values are indexed to the year 2002.
Distances are taken from an online program that utilizes Google Maps. Distances 
are calculated for the closest point between the mainland U.S. and the subject country. 
The choice of using the closest point between countries is somewhat arbitrary. A better 
approach might be to use the distance between the capitals of the two countries or
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between the geographic centers of the countries. Both of these approaches might be an 
avenue for future research.
Information on the percent of a country that is Muslim comes from the online CIA 
World Factbook. All data is provided in Table B1 and B2 in Appendix B.
Results
Overall Opinion towards the U.S.
Table A1 in Appendix A displays the results for the three methods of determining 
the impact of opinion on U.S. exports developed above. (Full Stata results are provided in 
Appendix C.) Coefficients have been tested for significance using a two-tailed t-test. This 
assumes the null hypothesis that a particular coefficient is equal to zero, with the alternate 
hypothesis being that the coefficient is not zero.2 The first method, represented by 
equations (1A) through (3A), does not account for effects specific to country and year. 
The results for equation (1 A) show the general gravity model of trade. The model results 
are highly significant, have the correct signs, and provide a generally high adjusted R 
value. Adding opinion of the U.S. to the regression (Eq. 2A), improves the fit of the 
regression slightly. The coefficient for the opinion variable is significant at the 10% level, 
with t-statistic of 1.85 and a p-value of 0.066. The coefficient for opinion is 0.0061, 
indicating that, all other things being equal, a 1 percentage point increase in opinion
2 Because the sign of the coefficients is anticipated, it might be more appropriate to use a one-tailed t-test 
instead of a two-tailed test.
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towards the U.S. within a particular country increases U.S. exports to that country by 
increase by 0.61%.
When we control for whether a country is predominately Muslim (Eq. 3A), the 
coefficient for the opinion variable increases to 0.012 and its t-statistic increases to 2.53 
(p-value of 0.013). This can be interpreted as indicating that, other factors being equal, a 
1 percentage point increase in opinion towards the U.S. will increase U.S. exports to a 
country by 1.2%. The coefficient for the Muslim dummy variable has a value of 0.458 
and is also significant (t-statistic of 2.40, p-value of 0.018), indicating that Muslim 
countries receive 45.8% more exports from the U.S., other factors being equal. This result 
comes as somewhat of a surprise, as it might have been expected that Muslim countries 
perform less trade with the U.S. One reason, though, for both the positive sign of the 
Muslim dummy variable and the effect of its inclusion on the coefficient of the opinion 
variable is that the Muslim countries represent a very different country set than non- 
Muslim countries. For example, the mean GDP of non-Muslim countries in the sample 
set is 6.4 times the mean GDP of Muslim countries, with relatively little overlap between 
the ranges of the two sets. In this sense, there is considerable overlap between the 
smallest economies and Muslim countries. In essence, this suggests some degree of 
collinearity between the Muslim dummy variable and other factors. Another factor that 
the Muslim variable reflects is distance, with Muslim countries being 1.6 times as far 
away from the U.S. as non-Muslim countries, on average.
The second method of analyzing the impact of opinion towards the U.S. on 
exports introduces variables to capture effects specific to countries and years. The results 
for this method are summarized in equations (6A) through (8 A) of Table A1 in Appendix
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A. Because distance between trading partners is fixed, the distance variable captures the 
effects specific to each country and takes the place of a country specific dummy variable. 
Each year is represented by a dummy variable, excluding the first year to prevent 
multicollinearity. Equation (6A) presents the basic gravity model of trade under this 
approach. The results for equation (6A) do not differ substantially from the non-specific 
effects approach modeled in equation (1 A).
Equation (7A) introduces the opinion variable into the specific effects model. 
Here, the coefficient for the opinion variable has a value of 0.0061, the same as in 
equation (2A), and is similarly significant (t-statistic of 1.86, p-value of 0.065) and 
practically important. Controlling for Muslim countries again improves the significance 
of the coefficient for the opinion variable. In equation (8A), the coefficient increases to 
0.014, and is again highly significant (t-statistic of 2.66, p-value of 0.009). The 
coefficient for the Muslim dummy variable has a value of 0.527 and is also significant (t- 
statistic of 2.59, p-value of 0.011).
The third approach to modeling the effect of opinion on U.S. exports is to utilize a 
fixed effects model, dropping distance as a descriptive variable and replacing it with a 
country specific dummy variable. The Muslim dummy variable is also dropped as its 
effects are better picked up by the country-specific dummy variable. The results for this 
approach are provided under equation (9 A) in Table A1 of Appendix A. Here, the 
coefficient of opinion is 0.003 and is significant at the 10% level (t-statistic of 1.9, p- 
value of 0.06), which was not the case in the specific-effects approach modeled under 
equation (7A) above. This result suggests that for every 1 percentage point increase in
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opinion towards the U.S., there is a 0.3% increase in U.S. exports to that country, all 
other factors being equal.
In closing this section, two points should be made regarding the above models. 
First, the inclusion of variables to account for specific effects does not affect the 
interpretation of the other variable coefficients. In essence, the country and year specific 
dummy variables only alter the intercept of the regression, and not its slope. Thus, the 
interpretation of the coefficient for the opinion variable is the same whether or not 
specific effects are accounted for.
Finally, it is necessary to interpret the results of the models in relation to our 
question of whether the opinion of a country’s population opinion towards the U.S. 
impacts U.S. exports to that country. While the three approaches provide slightly 
different results, taken together the results support the hypothesis that foreign opinion 
influences U.S. exports. In all three approaches, the coefficient for the opinion variable is 
significant at the 10% level. When controlling for whether a country is predominately 
Muslim, the significance of the opinion variable coefficients increases and becomes 
significant at the 5% level in one model and at the 1% level in the other. Of the three 
approaches, the most satisfactory from a theoretical perspective is likely the fixed effect 
model of equation (9A), which is really a more generalized form of equation (7A). If we 
take this as the best approach of the three, then the conclusion would be that every 1 
percentage point increase in opinion towards the U.S. increase U.S. exports by 0.6%.
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Changes in Opinion towards the U.S.
The second issue investigated by this paper is the impact of changes in opinion 
towards the U.S. Specifically, how does the change in opinion towards the U.S. affect the 
change in U.S. exports. The results for equations (IB) through (3B) and (6B) through 
(8B) are provided in Table A2 of Appendix A.
Equations (IB) through (3B) do not incorporate specific effect variables. The 
regressions have lower R2 values than when not differenced. However, these values, 
ranging from 0.3558 to 0.4160, are not particularly low and indicate that the basic model 
explains a significant amount of the variation in the dependent export variable. In 
equation (2B) the coefficient of the differenced opinion variable has the expected positive 
sign and is almost significant at the 10% level (t-statistic of 1.65, p-value of 0.102). The 
coefficient for the change in opinion variable is 0.002, implying that for every 1 
percentage point increase in the change in opinion towards the U.S. in a particular 
country, the change in the natural log of U.S. exports to that country increases by 0.002, 
all other factors equal. This interpretation, however, is somewhat laborious. For the 
purposes of this paper, the precise interpretation is not as important as the sign and 
significance of the coefficient, which indicate the presence of a positive short-term 
impact of foreign opinion on U.S. exports. Equation (3B) includes a Muslim dummy 
variable, which appears to do little to improve the regression. The coefficient of the 
change in opinion variable is again 0.002 but is slightly less significant (t-statistic of 1.63, 
p-value of 0.106). The Muslim dummy variable is not significant (t-statistic of -0.14, p- 
value of .887). This suggests the Muslim dummy variable should not be included in the
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regression. From a theoretical perspective, this also makes sense as the dummy variable 
would normally be factored out during the differencing process.
Equations (6B) through (8B) incorporate dummy variables to account for the 
effects specific to each change in year. Unlike in the section above, country-specific 
dummy variables and the distance variable are not included as they cancel out during the 
differencing process. Equations (6B) through (8B) have noticeably higher R2 values and 
lower root mean square emors than equations (IB) through (3B), indicating a better 
specified regression.
In equation (7B) the coefficient of the differenced opinion variable still has the 
expected positive sign and is now significant at the 1% level (t-statistic of 2.64, p-value 
of 0.010). The coefficient of the change in opinion variable has increased slightly from 
above and is now 0.003, implying that for every 1 percentage point increase in the change 
in opinion towards the U.S. in a particular country, the change in the natural log of U.S. 
exports to that country increases by 0.002, all other factors equal. Again, the exact 
interpretation is not as important as its sign and relative significance. Equation (8B) 
reintroduces a Muslim dummy variable, which again appears to do little to improve the 
regression. The coefficient of the change in opinion variable is now 0.004 and is slightly 
more significant (t-statistic of 2.67, p-value of 0.009). The Muslim dummy variable is 
again not significant (t-statistic of 0.40, p-value of .687) and has changed sign.
In interpreting these results, equations (7B) appears to provide the best fit, both 
because its inclusion of year-specific dummy variables is strongly suggested by 
econometric theory and because of its high R2 value. In contrast, the inclusion of the 
Muslim dummy variable in equation (8B) does not have a solid theoretical basis, nor does
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it add much to the model. The results from equation (7R) provide strong evidence that the 
change in opinion variable has a significant, positive effect on the change in exports to a 
particular country. This is generally consistent with the results from the previous section 
that indicate a strong relationship between opinion and exports.
Conclusion
Economic theory stresses factors such as relative advantage, resource abundance, 
income, and geography as primary determinants of foreign trade. While these are 
undoubtedly important, it seems likely that non-economic factors, such as historical, 
cultural and political relationships also play some role. Indeed, this is the implication of 
the old saying: trade follows the flag.
One possible manifestation of such relationships is the opinion the population of 
one country has towards another. To the extent that this is the case, the opinion of one 
country towards another would impact the trade among the two countries. This paper 
examines a particular aspect of this relationship in the context of the U.S. and its exports. 
Specifically, the paper examines whether 1) overall opinion towards the U.S. affects U.S. 
exports to a country and 2) changes in opinion toward the U.S. affect changes in U.S. 
exports.
The results of the regressions presented in this paper appear to be consistent with 
positive relationships between trade and opinion. Opinion is found to have a positive 
significant effect on U.S. exports in all six regressions in which it is included as an 
independent variable. In the second relationship, changes in opinion are also found to
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have positive significant effects on changes in exports with the most appropriate 
regression indicating significance at the 1% level.
There are two further points relevant to the results, although both are more 
speculative interpretations and are intended for potential future exploration. The first 
relates to the causality between opinion and exports, i.e., whether opinions drive changes 
in trade or trade relations impact opinions among trading partners. This paper has 
generally posited the causality such that opinion influences trade. One obvious 
mechanism by which this might occur is through increased demand for brand name goods 
and other goods that may be readily identified with a particular country. However, the 
likely reality is that there is some reciprocal causation, with each factor impacting the 
other. As trade increases, the exchange of goods increases familiarity between countries, 
potentially increasing opinions among them as well. Trade may also build cultural and 
political relationships that, over time, would manifest themselves through increased 
familiarity and increased opinion. The data itself provides some evidence as to causality. 
The Pew Global Attitudes Project is conducted each spring, while the trade data is 
finalized at the end of each year. Thus, for a given year, there is a natural lag in the data 
in which the period during which opinions are measured precedes the period during 
which exports are measured by between six and nine months. This suggests the causality 
runs from opinion to trade, although the overlapping of the periods makes it difficult to 
state this with certainty. Moreover, introducing lagged versions of the opinion variable 
produces results that are no longer significant, casting further uncertainty on the direction 
of causality.
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Related to the above point is the nature of the time frame under which the 
relationship between opinion and trade occurs. It seems likely that the two relationships 
studied in this paper represent two very different time frames and, consequently, different 
forces. The relationship between overall opinion towards a country and its exports or 
trade, in general, suggests a very long time horizon -  decades and even centuries. The 
forces driving this relationship are the non-economic political, cultural, and historic 
relationships that often evolve very slowly. When trade is viewed as a product of these 
forces, it is not surprising that there would be a positive relationship between favorable 
opinions among countries and trade among those countries. Those countries with high 
opinions towards one another would likely be shaped by similar sets of factors that would 
likewise promote trade between the countries. Indeed, this is largely the suggestion 
behind the saying that trade follows the flag: the strong national, cultural, and political 
ties that follow the advent of the flag also induce increased trade. This is not, however, to 
deny the importance of economic factors. As the models presented in this paper illustrate, 
variables like income and transportation costs, as reflected in travel distance, are highly 
significant and predictive of export levels. Rather, the suggestion is that, in the long run, 
non-economic forces play an increasingly significant role.
On the other hand, the relationship between changes in opinion and changes in 
exports suggests a shorter time horizon, one in which economic factors play a dominant, 
although not exclusive, role. In the short term, it seems unlikely that changes in opinion 
would have a large effect when compared to exchange rates and supply and demand. To 
the extent that opinions do affect trade, the impact would be quick and at the margins. 
Indeed, the data suggests this conclusion to some extent. As mentioned above, when the
22
regressions used in this paper are run using a lagged form of the opinion variable, the 
coefficient is no longer significant. This suggests that the effects from the opinion 
variable do not linger over a longer time period. Alternately, it could be the case that the 
effects are rapidly drowned out by the large trends of other variables, especially as 
influenced by the business cycle.
In closing, the statistically significant relationships between opinion and trade 
presented in this paper should be viewed with an element of caution. Because the 
significance of the opinion variable remains fairly significant regardless of the model 
specification, this suggests a certain degree of robustness in the models. However, a 
greater confidence in the models would require the results to hold over additional years 
and additional countries. In this light, it would be illuminating to repeat the study with 
similar data after five or ten years have passed. Also, it would be necessary to address the 
issues resulting from using unbalanced data. On the other hand, if opinion proves to be a 
statistically and practically significant variable, these results suggest that standard models 
of the gravity model of trade are underspecified in omitting the opinion variable.
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Table A1
Regression Results for Overall Opinion Towards U.S. 
Dependent Variable: Natural Log of Real U.S. Exports to Subject Country
Non-Specific Effects Models 
Eq (1A) Eq (2A) Eq (3A)
Specific Effects Models
Eq (6A) Eq (7A) Eq (8A)
Fixed Effects Models
Eq (9A)
N 189 145 145 189 145 145 145
R2 0.7583 0.7743 0.7802 0.7624 0.7823 0.7894 0.7233
RMSB 0.8066 0.7683 0.7609 0.8176 0.7768 0.7670
ln(Y) 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.73 0.71 0.73 1.05
(26.04)* (17.50)* (19.25)* (26.89)* (17.81)* (19.29)* (17.69)*
Distance -0.00028 -0.00022 -0.00025 -0.00028 -0.00022 -0.00026
(-6.39)* (-3.93)* (-4.17)* (-6.38)* o• (-4.28)*
Opinion 0.0061 0.012 0.0061 0.014 0.003
(1-85)1 (2.53)f (1.86)1* (2.66)* (1.9)t
Mus 0.46 0.53
(2.40)1 (2.59)1*
Constant 5.58 5.16 4.77 5.54 5.14 4.61 2.35
(16.63)* (12.38)* (12.77)* (14.81)* (11.06)* (10.98)* (6.27)*
Notes
* Significant at 1% level
|  Significant at 5% level 
J Significant at 10% level
Table 2A
Regression Results 
Changes in Opinion Towards U.S.
Dependent Variable: Change in Natural Log of Real U.S. Exports to Subject Country
Non-Specific Effects Models
Eq (IB) Eq (2B) Eq (SB)
Specific Effects Models
Eq (6B) Eq (7B) Eq (8B)
N 168 109 109 168 109 109
R2 0.3558 0.4158 0.416 0.4901 0.5845 0.5855
RMSE 0.1500 0.1537 0.1544 0.1363 0.1341 0.1347
Aln(Y) 1.04 1.14 1.15 0.70 0.72 0.70
(8.21)* (7.86)* (7.93)* (5.41)* (4.77)* (4.43)*
AOpinion 0.0023 0.0023 0.0034 0.0035
(1.65) (1.63) (2.64)* (2.67)*
Mus -0.005 0.014
(-0.14) (0.40)
Constant 0.0036 -0.0184 -0.017 -0.036 -0.036 -0.037
(0.22) (-0.97) (-0.87) (-1.19) (-0.89) (-0.95)
Notes
* Significant at 1% level 
|  Significant at 5% level 
} Significant at 10% level
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Table A1 - Regression Results for Overall Opinion Towards U.S. 
Dependent Variable: Natural Log of Real U.S. Exports to Subject Country
Non-Specific Effects Models Specific Effects Models Fixed Eff. Model
Eq. (1A) Eq. (2A) Eq. (3A) Eq. (6A) Eq. (7A) Eq. (8A) Eq. (9A)
N 189 145 145 189 145 145 145
R2 0.7583 0.7743 0.7802 0.7624 0.7823 0.7894 0.7233
RMSE 0.8066 - 0.7683 0.7609 0.8176 0.7768 0.7670
ln(Y) 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.73 0.71 0.73 1.05
(26.04)* (17.50)* (19.25)* (26.89)* (17.81)* (19.29)* (17.69)*
Distance -0.00028 -0.00022 -0.00025 -0.00028 -0.00022 -0.00026
(-6.39)* (-3.93)* (-4.17)* (-6.38)* (-4.01)* (-4.28)*
Opinion 0.0061 0.012 0.0061 0.014 0.003





Constant 5.58 5.16 4.77 5.54 5.14 4.61 2.35
(16.63)* (12.38)* (12.77)* 4^ bo 'A (11.06)* (10.98)* (6.27)*
Notes
* Significant at 1% level 
|  Significant at 5% level 
J Significant at 10% level
Table A2 - Regression Results for Changes in Opinion Towards U.S. 
Dependent Variable: Change in Natural Log of Real U.S. Exports to Subject Country
Non-Specific Effects Models
Eq. (IB) Eq. (2B) Eq. (3B)
Specific Effects Models
Eq. (6B) Eq. (7B) Eq. (8B)
N 168 109 109 168 109 109
R2 0.3558 0.4158 0.416 0.4901 0.5845 0.5855
'RMSE 0.1500 0.1537 0.1544 0.1363 0.1341 0.1347
Aln(Y) 1.04 1.14 1.15 0.70 0.72 0.70
(8.21)* (7.86)* (7.93)* (5.41)* (4.77)* (4.43)*
AOpinion 0.0023 0.0023 0.0034 0.0035
(1.65) (1.63) (2.64)* (2.67)*
Mus. -0.005 0.014
(-0.14) (0.40)
Constant 0.0036 -0.0184 -0.017 -0.036 -0.036 -0.037
(0.22) (-0.97) (-0.87) (-1.19) (-0.89) (-0.95)
Notes
* Significant at 1% level 
|  Significant at 5% level 
J Significant at 10% level
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Argentina 2002 1585.5 7.369 102.7 4.632 3418 0
Argentina 2003 2386.1 7.777 126.8 4.843 3418 0
Argentina 2004 3225.3 8.079 145.7 4.981 3418 0
Argentina 2005 3797.1 8.242 168.6 5.127 3418 0
Argentina 2006 4260.7 8.357 191.0 5.252 3418 0
Argentina 2007 5074.9 8.532 221.1 5.425 3418 16 0
Argentina 2008 6390.9 8.763 278.2 5.628 3418 22 0
Argentina 2009 4679.9 8.451 260.7 5.563 3418 38 0
Argentina 2010 6156.0 8.725 308.2 5.731 3418 42 0
Britain 2002 33204.7 10.410 1614.7 7.387 2829 75 0
Britain 2003 33116.8 10.408 1823.6 7.509 2829 70 0
Britain 2004 34177.1 10.439 2097.7 7.649 2829 58 0
Britain 2005 35529.5 10.478 2103.0 7.651 2829 55 0
Britain 2006 40511.3 10.609 2183.6 7.689 2829 56 0
Britain 2007 43315.5 10.676 2437.0 7.799 2829 51 0
Britain 2008 45453.0 10.724 2271.9 7.728 2829 53 0
Britain 2009 38407.8 10.556 1834.0 7.514 2829 69 0
Britain 2010 40301.7 10.604 1870.9 7.534 2829 65 0
Canada 2002 160922.7 11.989 734.7 6.599 1 72 0
Canada 2003 166351.6 12.022 847.7 6.743 1 63 0
Canada 2004 180759.1 12.105 944.6 6.851 1 0
Canada 2005 195204.3 12.182 1044.4 6.951 1 59 0
Canada 2006 205773.2 12.235 1140.7 7.039 1 0
Canada 2007 215694.3 12.282 1234.1 7.118 1 55 0
Canada 2008 221459.9 12.308 1271.3 7.148 1 0
Canada 2009 171987.8 12.055 1122.8 7.024 1 68 0
Canada 2010 207366.5 12.242 1310.3 7.178 1 0
China 2002 22127.7 10.005 1453.8 7.282 4686 0
China 2003 27771.6 10.232 1606.5 7.382 4686 0
China 2004 32774.1 10.397 1838.9 7.517 4686 0
China 2005 37946.7 10.544 2079.1 7.640 4686 42 0
China 2006 47882.8 10.777 2420.3 7.792 4686 47 0
China 2007 54543.1 10.907 3028.2 8.016 4686 34 0
China 2008 59134.7 10.988 3833.0 8.251 4686 41 0
China 2009 58402.7 10.975 4193.9 8.341 4686 47 0
China 2010 76485.7 11.245 4893.3 8.496 4686 58 0
Egypt 2002 2868.6 7.962 87.5 4.472 4856 1
Egypt 2003 2552.0 7.845 79.7 4.378 4856 1
Egypt 2004 2929.9 7.983 75.0 4.318 4856 1
Egypt 2005 2910.4 7.976 82.7 4.415 4856 1
Egypt 2006 3594.3 8.187 95.8 4.562 4856 30 1
Egypt 2007 4557.9 8.425 113.0 4.727 4856 21 1
Egypt 2008 5090.0 8.535 137.7 4.925 4856 22 1
Egypt 2009 4414.5 8.393 158.5 5.066 4856 27 1














France 2002 19015.9 9.853 1463.5 7.289 2917 62 0
France 2003 16694.5 9.723 1766.5 7.477 2917 42 0
France 2004 19913.0 9.899 1961.6 7.582 2917 37 0
France 2005 20505.0 9.928 1978.6 7.590 2917 43 0
France 2006 20975.4 9.951 2025.4 7.614 2917 39 0
France 2007 23118.2 10.048 2252.2 7.720 2917 39 0
France 2008 24456.9 10.105 2429.8 7.796 2917 42 0
France 2009 22263.9 10.011 2232.4 7.711 2917 75 0
France 2010 22449.8 10.019 2149.8 7.673 2917 73 0
Germany 2002 26629.6 10.190 2024.1 7.613 3295 60 0
Germany 2003 28225.8 10.248 2395.4 7.781 3295 45 0
Germany 2004 29906.8 10.306 2616.8 7.870 3295 38 0
Germany 2005 31490.5 10.357 2573.2 7.853 3295 42 0
Germany 2006 36718.9 10.511 2606.1 7.866 3295 37 0
Germany 2007 42828.7 10.665 2889.3 7.969 3295 30 0
Germany 2008 46221.5 10.741 3096.6 8.038 3295 31 0
Germany 2009 36393.2 10.502 2805.7 7.939 3295 64 0
Germany 2010 40091.2 10.599 2760.1 7.923 3295 63 0
India 2002 4101.0 8.319 514.3 6.243 6963 66 0
India 2003 4875.0 8.492 582.9 6.368 6963 0
India 2004 5815.9 8.668 657.2 6.488 6963 0
India 2005 7294.7 8.895 745.9 6.615 6963 71 0
India 2006 8630.0 9.063 810.1 6.697 6963 56 0
India 2007 12972.5 9.471 998.0 6.906 6963 59 0
India 2008 14994.7 9.615 1067.6 6.973 6963 66 0
India 2009 13816.8 9.534 1066.3 6.972 6963 76 0
India 2010 16024.7 9.682 1280.3 7.155 6963 66 0
Indonesia 2002 2555.8 7.846 195.6 5.276 6848 61 1
Indonesia 2003 2463.5 7.809 229.9 5.438 6848 15 1
Indonesia 2004 2543.1 7.841 244.7 5.500 6848 1
Indonesia 2005 2813.3 7.942 263.3 5.573 6848 38 1
Indonesia 2006 2746.4 7.918 325.0 5.784 6848 30 1
Indonesia 2007 3440.2 8.143 374.6 5.926 6848 29 1
Indonesia 2008 4786.6 8.474 433.5 6.072 6848 37 1
Indonesia 2009 4291.7 8.364 452.5 6.115 6848 63 1
Indonesia 2010 5782.3 8.663 588.3 6.377 6848 59 1
Italy 2002 10056.7 9.216 1223.2 7.109 3497 70 0
Italy 2003 10338.6 9.244 1478.3 7.299 3497 60 0
Italy 2004 10171.5 9.227 1647.0 7.407 3497 0
Italy 2005 10616.4 9.270 1640.5 7.403 3497 0
Italy 2006 11192.6 9.323 1663.9 7.417 3497 0
Italy 2007 12262.5 9.414 1836.6 7.516 3497 53 0
Italy 2008 13111.1 9.481 1956.6 7.579 3497 0
Italy 2009 10309.6 9.241 1778.8 7.484 3497 0
Italy 2010 11836.8 9.379 1710.8 7.445 3497 0
Japan 2002 51449.2 10.848 3918.3 8.273 4439 72 0
Japan 2003 50911.1 10.838 4140.2 8.328 4439 0
Japan 2004 50995.6 10.839 4384.7 8.386 4439 0
Japan 2005 50372.6 10.827 4193.5 8.341 4439 0
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Japan 2006 52152.5 10.862 3891.9 8.267 4439 63 0
Japan 2007 53002.8 10.878 3794.1 8.241 4439 61 0
Japan 2008 55241.4 10.919 4138.2 8.328 4439 50 0
Japan 2009 42971.5 10.668 4229.6 8.350 4439 59 0
Japan 2010 50351.0 10.827 4544.2 8.422 4439 66 0
Jordan 2002 404.4 6.002 9.6 2.260 5251 25 1
Jordan 2003 482.1 6.178 10.0 2.301 5251 1 1
Jordan 2004 525.0 6.263 10.9 2.385 5251 5 1
Jordan 2005 593.4 6.386 11.6 2.451 5251 21 1
Jordan 2006 580.2 6.363 14.0 2.636 5251 15 1
Jordan 2007 742.0 6.609 15.4 2.734 5251 20 1
Jordan 2008 797.4 6.681 19.3 2.958 5251 19 1
Jordan 2009 1001.6 6.909 21.1 3.049 5251 25 1
Jordan 2010 977.5 6.885 22.9 3.132 5251 21 1
Lebanon 2002 317.6 5.761 19.2 2.952 5194 36 0
Lebanon 2003 307.5 5.728 19.7 2.979 5194 27 0
Lebanon 2004 441.7 6.091 20.7 3.032 5194 0
Lebanon 2005 429.0 6.061 20.1 3.003 5194 42 0
Lebanon 2006 830.3 6.722 20.0 2.997 5194 0
Lebanon 2007 715.7 6.573 21.7 3.078 5194 47 0
Lebanon 2008 1241.4 7.124 25.5 3.239 5194 51 0
Lebanon 2009 1556.5 7.350 29.3 3.379 5194 55 0
Lebanon 2010 1672.2 7.422 32.7 3.487 5194 52 0
Mexico 2002 97470.1 11.487 705.5 6.559 1 64 0
Mexico 2003 95364.1 11.465 685.5 6.530 1 0
Mexico 2004 105412.4 11.566 723.1 6.584 1 0
Mexico 2005 110773.9 11.615 781.7 6.661 1 0
Mexico 2006 119296.0 11.689 849.1 6.744 1 0
Mexico 2007 117790.9 11.677 897.2 6.799 1 56 0
Mexico 2008 128237.4 11.762 929.1 6.834 1 47 0
Mexico 2009 108316.7 11.593 741.4 6.609 1 69 0
Mexico 2010 136082.5 11.821 865.0 6.763 1 56 0
Nigeria 2002 1057.7 6.964 59.1 4.080 5488 76 0
Nigeria 2003 995.5 6.903 66.2 4.193 5488 61 0
Nigeria 2004 1479.7 7.300 83.6 4.426 5488 0
Nigeria 2005 1492.2 7.308 103.4 4.639 5488 0
Nigeria 2006 1992.5 7.597 129.7 4.866 5488 62 0
Nigeria 2007 2407.5 7.786 143.8 4.968 5488 70 0
Nigeria 2008 3478.9 8.154 175.6 5.168 5488 64 0
Nigeria 2009 3098.5 8.039 141.9 4.955 5488 79 0
Nigeria 2010 3386.1 8.127 180.5 5.196 5488 81 0
Pakistan 2002 693.5 6.542 72.7 4.286 63 66 10 1
Pakistan 2003 825.5 6.716 81.7 4.404 6366 13 1
Pakistan 2004 1599.4 7.377 93.4 4.537 6366 21 1
Pakistan 2005 1153.0 7.050 101.0 4.615 6366 23 1
Pakistan 2006 1536.8 7.337 113.7 4.734 6366 27 1
Pakistan 2007 1684.4 7.429 124.1 4.821 6366 15 1
Pakistan 2008 1609.4 7.384 139.0 4.934 63 66 19 1
Pakistan 2009 1359.7 7.215 136.2 4.914 6366 16 1
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Pakistan 2010 1582.8 7.367 145.6 4.981 6366 17 1
Poland 2002 686.2 6.531 198.2 5.289 3610 79 0
Poland 2003 742.2 6.610 212.3 5.358 3610 0
Poland 2004 884.6 6.785 240.9 5.484 3610 0
Poland 2005 1167.9 7.063 280.0 5.635 3610 62 0
Poland 2006 1749.2 7.467 304.8 5.720 3610 0
Poland 2007 2706.9 7.904 368.6 5.910 3610 61 0
Poland 2008 3502.8 8.161 448.9 6.107 3610 68 0
Poland 2009 1934.1 7.567 361.9 5.891 3610 67 0
Poland 2010 2482.7 7.817 390.0 5.966 3610 74 0
Russia 2002 2396.9 7.782 345.1 5.844 2051 61 0
Russia 2003 2395.8 7.781 421.2 6.043 2051 37 0
Russia 2004 2818.8 7.944 562.8 6.333 2051 46 0
Russia 2005 3650.1 8.203 703.5 6.556 2051 52 0
Russia 2006 4193.3 8.341 883.1 6.783 2051 43 0
Russia 2007 6311.9 8.750 1126.4 7.027 2051 41 0
Russia 2008 7915.9 8.977 1408.0 7.250 2051 46 0
Russia 2009 4480.9 8.408 1027.2 6.935 2051 44 0
Russia 2010 5000.0 8.517 1219.6 7.106 2051 57 0
South Korea 2002 22575.7 10.025 575.9 6.356 5068 52 0
South Korea 2003 23566.5 10.068 630.2 6.446 5068 46 0
South Korea 2004 24928.9 10.124 687.3 6.533 5068 0
South Korea 2005 25399.4 10.142 778.3 6.657 5068 0
South Korea 2006 28743.4 10.266 849.1 6.744 5068 0
South Korea 2007 29813.6 10.303 909.3 6.813 5068 58 0
South Korea 2008 29399.7 10.289 789.8 6.672 5068 70 0
South Korea 2009 24044.5 10.088 699.6 6.551 5068 78 0
South Korea 2010 32336.9 10.384 838.3 6.731 5068 79 0
Spain 2002 5297.8 8.575 688.7 6.535 2854 0
Spain 2003 5805.2 8.667 866.7 6.765 2854 38 0
Spain 2004 6228.3 8.737 995.4 6.903 2854 0
Spain 2005 6300.3 8.748 1042.9 6.950 2854 41 0
Spain 2006 6602.7 8.795 1102.6 7.005 2854 23 0
Spain 2007 8463.6 9.044 1251.4 7.132 2854 34 0
Spain 2008 10337.2 9.244 1358.0 7.214 2854 33 0
Spain 2009 7325.4 8.899 1233.6 7.118 2854 58 0
Spain 2010 8472.6 9.045 1173.7 7.068 2854 61 0
Turkey 2002 3113.2 8.043 232.3 5.448 4483 30 1
Turkey 2003 2839.3 7.951 296.9 5.693 4483 15 1
Turkey 2004 3200.8 8.071 373.4 5.923 4483 30 1
Turkey 2005 3905.0 8.270 444.7 6.097 4483 23 1
Turkey 2006 4720.4 8.460 472.1 6.157 4483 12 1
Turkey 2007 5632.0 8.636 562.6 6.332 4483 9 1
Turkey 2008 8445.1 9.041 619.3 6.429 4483 12 1
Turkey 2009 5962.1 8.693 516.4 6.247 4483 14 1
T urkey 2010 8778.6 9.080 617.6 6.426 4483 17 1
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Table B2 -  Data for Changes in Opinion towards U.S.
Changes in Opinion Towards U.S.
Country Period Aln(E) Aln(Y) AOpinion Mus
Argentina 2002-2003 0.4 0.211 0
Argentina 2003-2004 0.3 0.138 0
Argentina 2004-2005 0.2 0.146 0
Argentina 2005-2006 0.1 0.125 0
Argentina 2006-2007 0.2 0.173 0
Argentina 2007-2008 0.2 0.203 6 0
Argentina 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.065 16 0
Argentina 2009-2010 0.3 0.168 4 0
Britain 2002-2003 0.0 0.122 -5 0
Britain 2003-2004 0.0 0.140 -12 0
Britain 2004-2005 0.0 0.003 -3 0
Britain 2005-2006 0.1 0.038 1 0
Britain 2006-2007 0.1 0.110 -5 0
Britain 2007-2008 0.0 -0.070 2 0
Britain 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.214 16 0
Britain 2009-2010 0.0 0.020 -4 0
Canada 2002-2003 0.0 0.143 -9 0
Canada 2003-2004 0.1 0.108 0
Canada 2004-2005 0.1 0.101 0
Canada 2005-2006 0.1 0.088 0
Canada 2006-2007 0.0 0.079 0
Canada 2007-2008 0.0 0.030 0
Canada 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.124 0
Canada 2009-2010 0.2 0.154 0
China 2002-2003 0.2 0.100 0
China 2003-2004 0.2 0.135 0
China 2004-2005 0.1 0.123 0
China 2005-2006 0.2 0.152 5 0
China 2006-2007 0.1 0.224 -13 0
China 2007-2008 0.1 0.236 7 0
China 2008-2009 0.0 0.090 6 0
China 2009-2010 0.3 0.154 11 0
Egypt 2002-2003 -0.1 -0.094 1
Egypt 2003-2004 0.1 -0.060 1
Egypt 2004-2005 0.0 0.098 1
Egypt 2005-2006 0.2 0.147 1
Egypt 2006-2007 0.2 0.165 -9 1
Egypt 2007-2008 0.1 0.198 1 1
Egypt 2008-2009 -0.1 0.140 5 1
Egypt 2009-2010 0.3 0.137 -10 1
France 2002-2003 -0.1 0.188 -20 0
France 2003-2004 0.2 0.105 -5 0
France 2004-2005 0.0 0.009 6 0
France 2005-2006 0.0 0.023 .4 0
France 2006-2007 0.1 0.106 0 0
France 2007-2008 0.1 0.076 3 0
France 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.085 33 0
France 2009-2010 0.0 -0.038 -2 0
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Changes in Opinion Towards U.S.
C ountry_________Period______ Aln(E) Aln(Y) AOpinion Mus
Germany 2002-2003 0.1 0.168 -15 0
Germany 2003-2004 0.1 0.088 -7 0
Germany 2004-2005 0.1 -0.017 4 0
Germany 2005-2006 0.2 0.013 -5 0
Germany 2006-2007 0.2 0.103 -7 0
Germany 2007-2008 0.1 0.069 1 0
Germany 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.099 33 0
Germany 2009-2010 0.1 -0.016 -1 0
India 2002-2003 0.2 0.125 0
India 2003-2004 0.2 0.120 0
India 2004-2005 0.2 0.127 0
India 2005-2006 0.2 0.083 -15 0
India 2006-2007 0.4 0.209 3 0
India 2007-2008 0.1 0.067 7 0
India 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.001 10 0
India 2009-2010 0.1 0.183 -10 0
Indonesia 2002-2003 0.0 0.162 -46 1
Indonesia 2003-2004 0.0 0.062 1
Indonesia 2004-2005 0.1 0.074 1
Indonesia 2005-2006 0.0 0.211 -8 1
Indonesia 2006-2007 0.2 0.142 -1 1
Indonesia 2007-2008 0.3 0.146 8 1
Indonesia 2008-2009 -0.1 0.043 26 1
Indonesia 2009-2010 0.3 0.262 -4 1
Italy 2002-2003 0.0 0.189 -10 0
Italy 2003-2004 0.0 0.108 0
Italy 2004-2005 0.0 -0.004 0
Italy 2005-2006 0.1 0.014 0
Italy 2006-2007 0.1 0.099 0
Italy 2007-2008 0.1 0.063 0
Italy 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.095 0
Italy 2009-2010 0.1 -0.039 0
Japan 2002-2003 0.0 0.055 0
Japan 2003-2004 0.0 0.057 0
Japan 2004-2005 0.0 -0.045 0
Japan 2005-2006 0.0 -0.075 0
Japan 2006-2007 0.0 -0.025 -2 0
Japan 2007-2008 0.0 0.087 -11 0
Japan 2008-2009 -0.3 0.022 9 0
Japan 2009-2010 0.2 0.072 7 0
Jordan 2002-2003 0.2 0.041 -24 1
Jordan 2003-2004 0.1 0.085 4 1
Jordan 2004-2005 0.1 0.065 16 1
Jordan 2005-2006 0.0 0.185 -6 1
Jordan 2006-2007 0.2 0.098 5 1
Jordan 2007-2008 0.1 0.224 -1 1
Jordan 2008-2009 0.2 0.092 6 1
Jordan 2009-2010 0.0 0.082 -4 1
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Changes in Opinion Towards U.S.
C ountry________ Period______ Ain(E) Aln(Y) AOpinion Mus
Lebanon 2002-2003 0.0 0.026 -9 0
Lebanon 2003-2004 0.4 0.054 0
Lebanon 2004-2005 0.0 -0.030 0
Lebanon 2005-2006 0.7 -0.006 0
Lebanon 2006-2007 -0.1 0.081 0
Lebanon 2007-2008 0.6 0.161 4 0
Lebanon 2008-2009 0.2 0.140 4 0
Lebanon 2009-2010 0.1 0.107 -3 0
Mexico 2002-2003 0.0 -0.029 0
Mexico 2003-2004 0.1 0.053 0
Mexico 2004-2005 0.0 0.078 0
Mexico 2005-2006 0.1 0.083 0
Mexico 2006-2007 0.0 0.055 0
Mexico 2007-2008 0.1 0.035 -9 0
Mexico 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.226 22 0
Mexico 2009-2010 0.2 0.154 -13 0
Nigeria 2002-2003 -0.1 0.114 -15 0
Nigeria 2003-2004 0.4 0.233 0
Nigeria 2004-2005 0.0 0.212 0
Nigeria 2005-2006 0.3 0.227 0
Nigeria 2006-2007 0.2 0.103 8 0
Nigeria 2007-2008 0.4 0.200 -6 0
Nigeria 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.213 15 0
Nigeria 2009-2010 0.1 0.241 2 0
Pakistan 2002-2003 0.2 0.117 3 1
Pakistan 2003-2004 0.7 0.133 8 1
Pakistan 2004-2005 -0.3 0.078 2 1
Pakistan 2005-2006 0.3 0.119 4 1
Pakistan 2006-2007 0.1 0.087 -12 1
Pakistan 2007-2008 0.0 0.113 4 1
Pakistan 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.021 -3 1
Pakistan 2009-2010 0.2 0.067 1 1
Poland 2002-2003 0.1 0.068 0
Poland 2003-2004 0.2 0.126 0
Poland 2004-2005 0.3 0.151 0
Poland 2005-2006 0.4 0.085 0
Poland 2006-2007 0.4 0.190 0
Poland 2007-2008 0.3 0.197 7 0
Poland 2008-2009 -0.6 -0.216 -1 0
Poland 2009-2010 0.2 0.075 7 0
Russia 2002-2003 0.0 0.199 -24 0
Russia 2003-2004 0.2 0.290 9 0
Russia 2004-2005 0.3 0.223 6 0
Russia 2005-2006 0.1 0.227 -9 0
Russia 2006-2007 0.4 0.243 -2 0
Russia 2007-2008 0.2 0.223 5 0
Russia 2008-2009 -0.6 -0.315 -2 0
Russia 2009-2010 0.1 0.172 13 0
South Korea 2002-2003 0.0 0.090 -6 0
South Korea 2003-2004 0.1 0.087 0
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C ountry
Changes in Opinion Towards U.S. 
Period Aln(E) Aln(Y) AOpinion Mus
South Korea 2004-2005 0.0 0.124 0
South Korea 2005-2006 0.1 0.087 0
South Korea 2006-2007 0.0 0.069 0
South Korea 2007-2008 0.0 -0.141 12 0
South Korea 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.121 8 0
South Korea 2009-2010 0.3 0.181 1 0
Spain 2002-2003 0.1 0.230 0
Spain 2003-2004 0.1 0.138 0
Spain 2004-2005 0.0 0.047 0
Spain 2005-2006 0.0 0.056 -18 0
Spain 2006-2007 0.2 0.127 11 0
Spain 2007-2008 0.2 0.082 -1 0
Spain 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.096 25 0
Spain 2009-2010 0.1 -0.050 3 0
Turkey 2002-2003 -0.1 0.245 -15 1
Turkey 2003-2004 0.1 0.229 15 1
Turkey 2004-2005 0.2 0.175 -7 1
Turkey 2005-2006 0.2 0.060 -11 1
Turkey 2006-2007 0.2 0.175 -3 1
Turkey 2007-2008 0.4 0.096 3 1
Turkey 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.182 2 1
Turkey 2009-2010 0.4 0.179 3 1
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Appendix C -  Stata Regression Results
Results for Overall Opinion towards U.S
Table C l -  Results for Equation (1A)
reg 1nrealexp distance Inrealgdp, robust
Li near regression Number of obs = 189
F( 2, 186) = 618.42
Prob > F = 0 . 0 0 0 0
R-squared = 0.7583
Root MSE = . 80664
1nrealexp
Robust 
Coef. Std. Err. t P>|t| [95% Conf. Interval]
distance 1 -.0002781 .0000436 
Inrealgdp | .7420696 .0284968 










Table C2 -  Results for Equation (2A)
reg 1nrealexp di stance 1nrealgdp opi nion, robust
Li near regressi on Number of obs = 145 
F( 3, 141) = 353.84 
Prob > F = 0.0000 
R-squared = 0.7743 




Coef. Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval]
H
distance 



















Table C3 -  Results for Equation (3A)
reg 1nrealexp di stance 1nrealgdp opi nion mus, robust
Li near regressi on Number of obs = 145 
F( 4, 140) = 274.81 
Prob > F = 0.0000 
R-squared = 0.7802 































Table C4 -  Results for Equation (6A)
reg 1nrealexp 1nrealgdp distance yr2-yr9, robust
Linear regression Number of obs = 189
F( 10, 178) = 134.46
Prob > F = 0.0000
R-squared = 0.7624
Root MSE = .81755
1nrealexp I Coef.
Robust
Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. interval]
Inrealgdp .7308317 .027174 26.89 0.000 .677207 .7844563
distance -.0002818 .0000442 -6.38 0.000 -.000369 -.0001946
yr2 -.0390858 .2635331 -0.15 0.882 -.559137 .4809654
yr3 .0352579 .2641795 0.13 0.894 -.4860689 .5565847
yr4 .0437178 .2591786 0.17 0.866 -.4677402 .5551759
yr5 .1353281 .2554038 0.53 0.597 -.368681 .6393371
yr6 .2025503 .2466756 0.82 0.413 -.2842345 .6893352
yr7 .2806548 .2439831 1.15 0.252 -.2008167 .7621263
yr8 .1459438 .2574284 0.57 0.571 -.3620605 .6539481
yr9 .2378241 .2551617 0.93 0.353 -.2657072 .7413553
_cons 5.543815 .3742637 14.81 0.000 4.80525 6.28238
Table C5 -  Results for Equation (7A)
reg 1nrealexp 1nrealgdp di stance opinion yr2-yr9, robust
Li near regression Number of obs
F( 11, 133)
Prob > F 
R-squared 
Root MSE
1nrealexp | Coef. Robust Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. interval]
1nrealgdp .7054876 .0396061 17.81 0.000 .6271482 .7838269
distance -.0002232 .0000557 -4.01 0.000 -.0003334 -.000113
opinion .0061161 .0032864 1.86 0.065 -.0003842 .0126164
yr2 -.0304345 .3147739 -0.10 0.923 -.653045 .5921761
yr3 -.1241489 .3368665 -0.37 0.713 -.7904579 .54216
yr4 -.0635676 .3270029 -0.19 0.846 -.7103666 .5832315
yr5 .0895042 .2673897 0.33 0.738 -.4393822 .6183906
yr6 .2826119 .2769313 1.02 0.309 -.2651475 .8303714
yr7 .3229049 .2669875 1.21 0.229 -.205186 .8509959
yr8 .1871883 .2847934 0.66 0.512 -.376122 .7504985
yr9 .2071462 .2836516 0.73 0.467 -.3539056 .768198
_cons 5.139414 .4646446 11.06 0.000 4.220365 6.058463
145
= 100.34
= 0 .0 0 0 0  
= 0.7823
= .77683
Table C6 -  Results for Equation (8A)
reg 1nrealexp 1nrealgdp distance opinion yr2-yr9 mus, robust
Li near regression Number of obs = 145
F( 12, 132) = 93.86
Prob > F = 0.0000
R-squared = 0.7894
Root MSE = .76698
1nrealexp Coef.
Robust 



























































































Table C l  - Results for Equation (9A)
xtreg 1nrealexp 1nrealgdp opi nion , fe








R-sq: withi n = 0 .7229 
between = 0 .6736 
overall = 0.7233






corr(u_i, Xb) = -0.3728 F(2,122) Prob > F = 159.130.0000
1nrealexp | Coef. Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval]
1nrealgdp | 1 .052087 






















| .96533494 (fraction of variance due to ui-i)
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Results for Changes in Opinion of the U.S.
Table €8  -  Results for Equation (IB)
reg d.lnrealexp d.lnrealgdp, robust
Li near regression Number of obs 
F( 1, 166) 




67.35 = 0.0000 = 0.3558 = .14996
D.lnrealexp Coef.
Robust 
Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval]
1nrealgdp
Dl. 1.039648 .1266827 8.21 0.000 .7895313 1.289765
_cons .0036114 .0162163 0.22 0.824 -.0284054 .0356283
Table C 9  - Results for Equation (2B)
reg d.lnrealexp d.lnrealgdp d.opinion,, robust
Li near regression Number of obs 
F( 2, 106) 
Prob > F 
R-squared 
Root MSE









1.142987 .1453769 7.86 0.000 .8547633 1.431211
opinion 
Dl. .002347 .0014217 1.65 0.102 -.0004717 .0051657
_cons -.0184455 .0190141 -0.97 0.334 -.0561427 .0192518
Table CIO - Results for Equation (3B)
reg d.1nrealexp d .1nrealgdp d .opi nion mus, robust
Li near regression Number of obs 
F( 3, 105) 















1.14691 .144626 7.93 0.000 .8601433 1.433677
opinion 
















Table C l l  -  Results for Equation (6B)
reg d.lnrealexp d .1nrealgdp yr3-yr9, robust
Linear regression Number of obs = 168
F( 8, 159) = 17.58
Prob > F = 0.0000
R-squared = 0.4901
Root MSE = .13632
D .1n real exp Coef.
Robust 
Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval]
1nrealgdp 

























































Table C12 -  Results for Equation (7B)
reg d .1nrealexp d .1nrealgdp d.opinion yr3-yr9, robust
Li near regression Number of obs 
F( 9, 99) 











Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval]
1nrealgdp 
Dl. .7185986 .1505374 4.77 0.000 .4198997 1.017297
opinion 


























































Table €13 -  Results for Equation (8B)
reg d .1nreal exp d.lnrealgdp d.opi nion mus yr3-yr9, robust 
Li near regression Number of obs 
F( 10, 98)









D.1nrealexp | Coef. Std. Err. t P> 111 [95% Conf. Interval ]
1nrealgdp
Dl. .7035511 .1587694 4.43 0.000 .3884785 1.018624
opi nion
Dl. .0035187 .0013188 2.67 0.009 .0009015 .0061358
mus .0136827 .033865 0.40 0.687 -.0535212 .0808866
yr3 .1026521 .0783251 1.31 0.193 -.0527814 .2580857
yr4 .0184906 .0753938 0.25 0.807 -.131126 .1681073
yr5 .0990171 .0494156 2.00 0.048 .0009534 .1970808
yr6 .137732 .0404171 3.41 0.001 .0575256 .2179385y r l .1138628 .0490572 2.32 0.022 .0165104 .2112152
yr8 -.1423891 .0747904 -1.90 0.060 -.2908081 .00603
yr9 .1252674 .0406286 3.08 0.003 .0446412 .2058937




















































Model A - Overall Opinion Towards U.S.
Year E ln(E) Y ln(Y) Dist Opinion
(Millions US $) (Billions US $) (miles) (%)
2002 ” 1585.5 7.369 102.7 4.632 3418
2003 2386.1 7.777 126.8 4.843 3418
2004 3225.3 8.079 145.7 4.981 3418
2005 3797.1 8.242 168.6 5.127 3418
2006 4260.7 8.357 191.0 5.252 3418
2007 5074.9 8.532 227.1 5.425 3418 16
2008 6390.9 8.763 278.2 5.628 3418 22
2009 4679.9 8.451 260.7 5.563 3418 38
2010 6156.0 8.725 308.2 5.731 3418 42
2002 33204.7 10.410 1614.7 7.387 2829 75
2003 33116.8 10.408 1823.6 7.509 2829 70
2004 34177.1 10.439 2097.7 7.649 2829 58
2005 35529.5 10.478 2103.0 7.651 2829 55
2006 40511.3 10.609 2183.6 7.689 2829 56
2007 43315.5 10.676 2437.0 7.799 2829 51
2008 45453.0 10.724 2271.9 7.728 2829 53
2009 38407.8 10.556 1834.0 7.514 2829 69
2010 40301.7 10.604 1870.9 7.534 2829 65
2002 160922.7 11.989 734.7 6.599 1 72
2003 166351.6 12.022 847.7 6.743 1 63
2004 180759.1 12.105 944.6 6.851 1
2005 195204.3 12.182 1044.4 6.951 1 59
2006 205773.2 12.235 1140.7 7.039 1
2007 215694.3 12.282 1234.1 7.118 1 55
2008 221459.9 12.308 1271.3 7.148 1
2009 171987.8 12.055 1122.8 7.024 1 68
2010 207366.5 12.242 1310.3 7.178 1
2002 22127.7 10.005 1453.8 7.282 4686
2003 27771.6 10.232 1606.5 7.382 4686
2004 32774.1 10.397 1838.9 7.517 4686
2005 37946.7 10.544 2079.1 7.640 4686 42
2006 47882.8 10.777 2420.3 7.792 4686 47
2007 54543.1 10.907 3028.2 8.016 4686 34
2008 59134.7 10.988 3833.0 8.251 4686 41
2009 58402.7 10.975 4193.9 8.341 4686 47
2010 76485.7 11.245 4893.3 8.496 4686 58
2002 2868.6 7.962 87.5 4.472 4856
2003 2552.0 7.845 79.7 4.378 4856
2004 2929.9 7.983 75.0 4.318 4856
2005 2910.4 7.976 82.7 4.415 4856
2006 3594.3 8.187 95.8 4.562 4856 30
2007 4557.9 8.425 113.0 4.727 4856 21
2008 5090.0 8.535 137.7 4.925 4856 22
2009 4414.5 8.393 158.5 5.066 4856 27
2010 5689.8 8.646 181.9 5.203 4856 17
2002 19015.9 9.853 1463.5 7.289 2917 62
2003 16694.5 9.723 1766.5 7.477 2917 42
2004 19913.0 9.899 1961.6 7.582 2917 37
2005 20505.0 9.928 1978.6 7.590 2917 43
2006 20975.4 9.951 2025.4 7.614 2917 39
2007 23118.2 10.048 2252.2 7.720 2917 39
2008 24456.9 10.105 2429.8 7.796 2917 42
2009 22263.9 10.011 2232.4 7.711 2917 75
2010 22449.8 10.019 2149.8 7.673 2917 73
2002 26629.6 10.190 2024.1 7.613 3295 60

























































2004 29906.8 10.306 2616.8 7.870 3295 38
2005 31490.5 10.357 2573.2 7.853 3295 42
2006 36718.9 10.511 2606.1 7.866 3295 37
2007 42828.7 10.665 2889.3 7.969 3295 30
2008 46221.5 10.741 3096.6 8.038 3295 31
2009 36393.2 10.502 2805.7 7.939 3295 64
2010 40091.2 10.599 2760.1 7.923 3295 63
2002 4101.0 8.319 514.3 6.243 6963 66
2003 4875.0 8.492 582.9 6.368 6963
2004 5815.9 8.668 657.2 6.488 6963
2005 7294.7 8.895 745.9 6.615 6963 71
2006 8630.0 9.063 810.1 6.697 6963 56
2007 12972.5 9.471 998.0 6.906 6963 59
2008 14994.7 9.615 1067.6 6.973 6963 66
2009 13816.8 9.534 1066.3 6.972 6963 76
2010 16024.7 9.682 1280.3 7.155 6963 66
2002 2555.8 7.846 195.6 5.276 6848 61
2003 2463.5 7.809 229.9 5.438 6848 15
2004 2543.1 7.841 244.7 5.500 6848
2005 2813.3 7.942 263.3 5.573 6848 38
2006 2746.4 7.918 325.0 5.784 6848 30
2007 3440.2 8.143 374.6 5.926 6848 29
2008 4786.6 8.474 433.5 6.072 6848 37
2009 4291.7 8.364 452.5 6.115 6848 63
2010 5782.3 8.663 588.3 6.377 6848 59
2002 10056.7 9.216 1223.2 7.109 3497 70
2003 10338.6 9.244 1478.3 7.299 3497 60
2004 10171.5 9.227 1647.0 7.407 3497
2005 10616.4 9.270 1640.5 7.403 3497
2006 11192.6 9.323 1663.9 7.417 3497
2007 12262.5 9.414 1836.6 7.516 3497 53
2008 13111.1 9.481 1956.6 7.579 3497
2009 10309.6 9.241 1778.8 7.484 3497
2010 11836.8 9.379 1710.8 7.445 3497
2002 51449.2 10.848 3918.3 8.273 4439 72
2003 50911.1 10.838 4140.2 8.328 4439
2004 50995.6 10.839 4384.7 8.386 4439
2005 50372.6 10.827 4193.5 8.341 4439
2006 52152.5 10.862 3891.9 8.267 4439 63
2007 53002.8 10.878 3794.1 8.241 4439 61
2008 55241.4 10.919 4138.2 8.328 4439 50
2009 42971.5 10.668 4229.6 8.350 4439 59
2010 50351.0 10.827 4544.2 8.422 4439 66
2002 404.4 6.002 9.6 2.260 5251 25
2003 482.1 6.178 10.0 2.301 5251 1
2004 525.0 6.263 10.9 2.385 5251 5
2005 593.4 6.386 11.6 2.451 5251 21
2006 580.2 6.363 14.0 2.636 5251 15
2007 742.0 6.609 15.4 2.734 5251 20
2008 797.4 6.681 19.3 2.958 5251 19
2009 1001.6 6.909 21.1 3.049 5251 25
2010 977.5 6.885 22.9 3.132 5251 21
2002 317.6 5.761 19.2 2.952 5194 36
2003 307.5 5.728 19.7 2.979 5194 27
2004 441.7 6.091 20.7 3.032 5194
2005 429.0 6.061 20.1 3.003 5194 42
2006 830.3 6.722 20.0 2.997 5194
2007 715.7 6.573 21.7 3.078 5194 47



























































2009 1556.5 7.350 29.3 3.379 5194
2010 1672.2 7.422 32.7 3.487 5194
2002 97470.1 11.487 705.5 6.559
2003 95364.1 11.465 685.5 6.530
2004 105412.4 11.566 723.1 6.584
2005 110773.9 11.615 781.7 6.661
2006 119296.0 11.689 849.1 6.744
2007 117790.9 11.677 897.2 6.799
2008 128237.4 11.762 929.1 6.834
2009 108316.7 11.593 741.4 6.609
2010 136082.5 11.821 865.0 6.763
2002 1057.7 6.964 59.1 4.080 5488
2003 995.5 6.903 66.2 4.193 5488
2004 1479.7 7.300 83.6 4.426 5488
2005 1492.2 7.308 103.4 4.639 5488
2006 1992.5 7.597 129.7 4.866 5488
2007 2407.5 7.786 143.8 4.968 5488
2008 3478.9 8.154 175.6 5.168 5488
2009 3098.5 8.039 141.9 4.955 5488
2010 3386.1 8.127 180.5 5.196 5488
2002 693.5 6.542 72.7 4.286 6366
2003 825.5 6.716 81.7 4.404 6366
2004 1599.4 7.377 93.4 4.537 63 66
2005 1153.0 7.050 101.0 4.615 6366
2006 1536.8 7.337 113.7 4.734 6366
2007 1684.4 7.429 124.1 4.821 6366
2008 1609.4 7.384 139.0 4.934 6366
2009 1359.7 7.215 136.2 4.914 6366
2010 1582.8 7.367 145.6 4.981 6366
2002 686.2 6.531 198.2 5.289 3610
2003 742.2 6.610 212.3 5.358 3610
2004 884.6 6.785 240.9 5.484 3610
2005 1167.9 7.063 280.0 5.635 3610
2006 1749.2 7.467 304.8 5.720 3610
2007 2706.9 7.904 368.6 5.910 3610
2008 3502.8 8.161 448.9 6.107 3610
2009 1934.1 7.567 361.9 5.891 3610
2010 2482.7 7.817 390.0 5.966 3610
2002 2396.9 7.782 345.1 5.844 2051
2003 2395.8 7.781 421.2 6.043 2051
2004 2818.8 7.944 562.8 6.333 2051
2005 3650.1 8.203 703.5 6.556 2051
2006 4193.3 8.341 883.1 6.783 2051
2007 6311.9 8.750 1126.4 7.027 2051
2008 7915.9 8.977 1408.0 7.250 2051
2009 4480.9 8.408 1027.2 6.935 2051
2010 5000.0 8.517 1219.6 7.106 2051
2002 22575.7 10.025 575.9 6.356 5068
2003 23566.5 10.068 630.2 6.446 5068
2004 24928.9 10.124 687.3 6.533 5068
2005 25399.4 10.142 778.3 6.657 5068
2006 28743.4 10.266 849.1 6.744 5068
2007 29813.6 10.303 909.3 6.813 5068
2008 29399.7 10.289 789.8 6.672 5068
2009 24044.5 10.088 699.6 6.551 5068
2010 32336.9 10.384 838.3 6.731 5068
2002 5297.8 8.575 688.7 6.535 2854
2003 5805.2 8.667 866.7 6.765 2854
2004 6228.3 8.737 995.4 6.903 2854
Spain 2005 6300.3 8.748
Spain 2006 6602.7 8.795
Spain 2007 8463.6 9.044
Spain 2008 10337.2 9.244
Spain 2009 7325.4 8.899
Spain 2010 8472.6 9.045
Turkey 2002 3113.2 8.043
Turkey 2003 2839.3 7.951
Turkey 2004 3200.8 8.071
Turkey 2005 3905.0 8.270
Turkey 2006 4720.4 8.460
Turkey 2007 5632.0 8.636
Turkey 2008 8445.1 9.041
Turkey 2009 5962.1 8.693
Turkey 2010 8778.6 9.080
1042.9 6.950 2854 41 0
1102.6 7.005 2854 23 0
1251.4 7.132 2854 34 0
1358.0 7.214 2854 33 0
1233.6 7.118 2854 58 0
1173.7 7.068 2854 61 0
232.3 5.448 4483 30 1
296.9 5.693 4483 15 1
373.4 5.923 4483 30 1
444.7 6.097 4483 23 1
472.1 6.157 4483 12 1
562.6 6.332 4483 9 1
619.3 6.429 4483 12 1
516.4 6.247 4483 14 1
617.6 6.426 4483 17 1
Changes in Opinion Tow ards U.S.
C ountry Period_______ Ain(E) Aln(Y) AOpinion Mus
Argentina 2002-2003 0.4 0.211 0
Argentina 2003-2004 0.3 0.138 0
Argentina 2004-2005 0.2 0.146 0
Argentina 2005-2006 0.1 0.125 0
Argentina 2006-2007 0.2 0.173 0
Argentina 2007-2008 0.2 0.203 6 0
Argentina '2008-2009 -0.3 -0.065 16 0
Argentina 2009-2010 0.3 0.168 4 0
Britain 2002-2003 0.0 0.122 -5 0
Britain 2003-2004 0.0 0.140 -12 0
Britain 2004-2005 0.0 0.003 -3 0
Britain 2005-2006 0.1 0.038 1 0
Britain 2006-2007 0.1 0.110 -5 0
Britain 2007-2008 0.0 -0.070 2 0
Britain 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.214 16 0
Britain 2009-2010 0.0 0.020 -4 0
Canada 2002-2003 0.0 0.143 -9 0
Canada 2003-2004 0.1 0.108 0
Canada 2004-2005 0.1 0.101 0
Canada 2005-2006 0.1 0.088 0
Canada 2006-2007 0.0 0.079 0
Canada 2007-2008 0.0 0.030 0
Canada 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.124 0
Canada 2009-2010 0.2 0.154 0
China 2002-2003 0.2 0.100 0
China 2003-2004 0.2 0,135 0
China 2004-2005 0.1 0.123 0
China 2005-2006 0.2 0.152 5 0
China 2006-2007 0.1 0.224 -13 0
China 2007-2008 0.1 0.236 7 0
China 2008-2009 0.0 0.090 6 0
China 2009-2010 0.3 0.154 11 0
Egypt 2002-2003 -0.1 -0.094 1
Egypt 2003-2004 0.1 -0.060 1
Egypt 2004-2005 0.0 0.098 1
Egypt 2005-2006 0.2 0.147 1
Egypt 2006-2007 0.2 0.165 -9 1
Egypt 2007-2008 0.1 0.198 1 1
Egypt 2008-2009 -0.1 0.140 5 1
Egypt 2009-2010 0.3 0.137 -10 1
France 2002-2003 -0.1 0.188 -20 0
France 2003-2004 0.2 0.105 -5 0
France 2004-2005 0.0 0.009 6 0
France 2005-2006 0.0 0.023 -4 0
France 2006-2007 0.1 0.106 0 0
France 2007-2008 0.1 0.076 3 0
France 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.085 33 0
France 2009-2010 0.0 -0.038 -2 0
Germany 2002-2003 0.1 0.168 -15 0
Germany 2003-2004 0.1 0.088 -7 0
Germany 2004-2005 0.1 -0.017 4 0
Germany 2005-2006 0.2 0.013 -5 0
Germany 2006-2007 0.2 0.103 -7 0
Germany 2007-2008 0.1 0.069 1 0
Germany 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.099 33 0
Germany 2009-2010 0.1 -0.016 -1 0
India 2002-2003 0.2 0.125 0
India 2003-2004 0.2 0.120 0
India 2004-2005 0.2 0.127 0
India 2005-2006 0.2 0.083 -15 0
India 2006-2007 0.4 0.209 3 0
India 2007-2008 0.1 0.067 7 0
India 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.001 10 0
India 2009-2010 0.1 0.183 -10 0
Indonesia 2002-2003 0.0 0.162 -46 1
Indonesia 2003-2004 0.0 0.062 1
Indonesia 2004-2005 0.1 0.074 1
Indonesia 2005-2006 0.0 0.211 -8 1
Indonesia 2006-2007 0.2 0.142 -1 1
Indonesia 2007-2008 0.3 0.146 8 1
Indonesia 2008-2009 -0.1 0.043 26 1
Indonesia 2009-2010 0.3 0.262 -4 1
Italy 2002-2003 0.0 0.189 -10 0
Italy 2003-2004 0.0 0.108 0
Italy 2004-2005 0.0 -0.004 0
Italy 2005-2006 0.1 0.014 0
Italy 2006-2007 0.1 0.099 0
Italy 2007-2008 0.1 0.063 0
Italy 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.095 0
Italy 2009-2010 0.1 -0.039 0
Japan 2002-2003 0.0 0.055 0
Japan 2003-2004 0.0 0.057 0
Japan 2004-2005 0.0 -0.045 0
Japan 2005-2006 0.0 -0.075 0
Japan 2006-2007 0.0 -0.025 -2 0
Japan 2007-2008 0.0 0.087 -11 0
Japan 2008-2009 -0.3 0.022 9 0
Japan 2009-2010 0.2 0.072 7 0
Jordan 2002-2003 0.2 0.041 -24 1
Jordan 2003-2004 0.1 0.085 4 1
Jordan 2004-2005 0.1 0.065 16 1
Jordan 2005-2006 0.0 0.185 -6 1
Jordan 2006-2007 0.2 0.098 5 1
Jordan 2007-2008 0.1 0.224 -1 1
Jordan 2008-2009 0.2 0.092 6 1
Jordan 2009-2010 0.0 0.082 -4 1
Lebanon 2002-2003 0.0 0.026 -9 0
Lebanon 2003-2004 0.4 0.054 0
Lebanon 2004-2005 0.0 -0.030 0
Lebanon 2005-2006 0.7 -0.006 0
Lebanon 2006-2007 -0.1 0.081 0
Lebanon 2007-2008 0.6 0.161 4 0
Lebanon 2008-2009 0.2 0.140 4 0
Lebanon 2009-2010 0.1 0.107 -3 0
Mexico 2002-2003 0.0 -0.029 0
Mexico 2003-2004 0.1 0.053 0
Mexico 2004-2005 0.0 0.078 0
Mexico 2005-2006 0.1 0.083 0
Mexico 2006-2007 0.0 0.055 0
Mexico 2007-2008 0.1 0.035 -9 0
Mexico 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.226 22 0
Mexico 2009-2010 0.2 0.154 -13 0
Nigeria 2002-2003 -0.1 0.114 -15 0
Nigeria 2003-2004 0.4 0.233 0
Nigeria 2004-2005 0.0 0.212 0
Nigeria 2005-2006 0.3 0.227 0
Nigeria 2006-2007 0.2 0.103 8 0
Nigeria 2007-2008 0.4 0.200 -6 0
Nigeria 2008-2009 -0.1 -0.213 15 0
Nigeria 2009-2010 0.1 0.241 2 0
Pakistan 2002-2003 0.2 0.117 3 1
Pakistan 2003-2004 0.7 0.133 8 1
Pakistan 2004-2005 -0.3 0.078 2 1
Pakistan 2005-2006 0.3 0.119 4 1
Pakistan 2006-2007 0.1 0.087 -12 1
Pakistan 2007-2008 0.0 0.113 4 1
Pakistan 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.021 -3 1
Pakistan 2009-2010 0.2 0.067 1 1
Poland 2002-2003 0.1 0.068 0
Poland 2003-2004 0.2 0.126 0
Poland 2004-2005 0.3 0.151 0
Poland 2005-2006 0.4 0.085 0
Poland 2006-2007 0.4 0.190 0
Poland 2007-2008 0.3 0.197 7 0
Poland 2008-2009 -0.6 -0.216 -1 0
Poland 2009-2010 0.2 0.075 7 0
Russia 2002-2003 0.0 0.199 -24 0
Russia 2003-2004 0.2 0.290 9 0
Russia 2004-2005 0.3 0.223 6 0
Russia 2005-2006 0.1 0.227 -9 0
Russia 2006-2007 0.4 0.243 -2 0
Russia 2007-2008 0.2 0.223 5 0
Russia 2008-2009 -0.6 -0.315 -2 0
Russia 2009-2010 0.1 0.172 13 0
South Korea 2002-2003 0.0 0.090 -6 0
South Korea 2003-2004 0.1 0.087 0
South Korea 2004-2005 0.0 0.124 0
South Korea 2005-2006 0.1 0.087 0
South Korea 2006-2007 0.0 0.069 0
South Korea 2007-2008 0.0 -0.141 12 0
South Korea 2008-2009 -0.2 -0.121 8 0
South Korea 2009-2010 0.3 0.181 1 0
Spain 2002-2003 0.1 0.230 0
Spain 2003-2004 0.1 0.138 0
Spain 2004-2005 0.0 0.047 0
Spain 2005-2006 0.0 0.056 -18 0
Spain 2006-2007 0.2 0.127 11 0
Spain 2007-2008 0.2 0.082 -1 0
Spain 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.096 25 0
Spain 2009-2010 0.1 -0.050 3 0
Turkey 2002-2003 -0.1 0.245 -15 1
Turkey 2003-2004 0.1 0.229 15 1
Turkey 2004-2005 0.2 0.175 -7 1
Turkey 2005-2006 0.2 0.060 -11 1
Turkey 2006-2007 0.2 0.175 -3 1
Turkey 2007-2008 0.4 0.096 3 1
Turkey 2008-2009 -0.3 -0.182 2 1
Turkey 2009-2010 0.4 0.179 3 1
